Summary.1 If the word boundary is posited between constituents of Modem Icelandic compound words, a number of mutually unrelated phonological phenomena are accounted for without any extra machinery (say, in the structure of rules). However, I have not been able to prove that any Modem Icelandic phonological phenomena actually REQUIRE the word boundary between constituents of compound words. I could only demcmstrate that certain phenomena require SOME boundary between constituents of compound words; if the boundary required in those cases is identified with the morpheme boundary, certain phonological rules of Modem Icelandic have to be complicated in ways which can be avoided when the sadd boundary is assumed to be a word boundary. § l. The Modem Icelandic lexicon contains many compound words, such as b6k-menntir 'literature', til-einkadur 'dedicated', gud-frredi 'tiheology'. From the phonological point of view these words bebave differently from simplex words in some respects, notably as regards the quantity of their stressed vowels, the permitted consonant clusters, and their stress pattem. The dif. ferences could presumably be captured in severa! ways, none of which have so far been applied to the Icelandic situation, to the best of my knowledge. The method used in comparable situations in other languages is to posit, between constituents of compound words, a boundary of a kind that does not occur in simplex words. Applying this to Modem Icelandic, it should first be noticed that the examination of Icelandic phonology has so far recognized the need for not more than two phonological boundaries, the morpheme boundary (+) and the word boundary (# #). Until this limitation of the kinds 1 My thanks are due to Miss Margaret G. Davis, who has improved the style of the paper. Ali errors are my own. The theoretical framework and the terminology of this paper are those of generative phonology as expounded by Chomsky and Halle 1968. Non-phonetic representations are bounded by the obliques, //, except in phonological derivations, where the obliques are omitted. Very often the reader will find italicized, i. e. orthographic representations within obliques. They are used to represent phonological units in those cases where I am unwilling to commit myself on the exact nature of the segments involved.
of Icelandic phonological bonndaries is disproved, the bonndary which can occur in simplex words is by definition the morpheme boundary, and the one never to be found in simplex words is the word bonndary. Compound words can contain morpheme boundaries, and presumably contain at least one word boundary. To facilitate the exposition, the word bonndary occurring between constituents of compound words will be designated with the ad hoc symbol §. For example, the compound word b6ka-safn 'library', literally 'book collection', is phonologically (roughly) /b6ka §safn/.
This kind of treatment, with which the initiated reader will be familiar from elsewhere (see, for instance, Chomsky and Halle 1968 for English) takes care of many mutually nnrelated phonological phenomena which would otherwise have to be accounted for less generally. Here follows a sample of such phenomena.
(I) The phonological component of Modem Icelandic grammar contams a VOWEL SYNCOPE RULE:
e. an unstressed non-»tense« 'elidible' vowel is deleted if followed by a coronal lax consonant, the morpheme bonndary, and a vowel, in that order. The rule is discussed and formulated in Orešnik 1972. The feature »TENSE« (within quotation marks) is a common property of the segments which are in Icelandic phonetics usually referred to as breid serhlj6d (Einarsson 1949:11), i. e. the diphthongs and the monophthongs i, u, [y] (the last one as in hugi).
The feature 'ELIDIBLE' is an ad hoc feature associated with all the vowels that actually undergo the vowel syncope rule ( 1). Thus the uns.tressed vowel of mikill 'great, large' is 'elidible', and that of heimill 'at free disposal' is 'inelidible' because of contrasts such as dat. pl. miklum vs. heimilum. The fact that the ad hoc feature 'elidible' is ment.ioned in (1) shows that the present formulation of the rule is provisional. the vowel syncope rule ( 1) first brings the lax stop and the n into contact, whereupon the stop is preaspirated across the intervening morpheme boundary). On the other hand, the rule which preaspirates the stops in the above examples cannot operate across the §-boundary. Cf. djup-nokkvi '(seal) hanz In order to diminish the number of the unknowns, I have here and elsewhere in this paper avoided those phonological rules concerning which I cannot prove that the presence of the morpheme boundary does not block their operation. Thus there is a change of rl to rdl (with subsequent loss of r in a number of cases), very similar to the change of rn to rdn (and further to dn in a number of cases) described sub III. I know of no reliable examples proving that (r)dl ever comes from phonological /rl/ if /r/ and /1/ are separated by a morpheme boundary. Examples like the contracted cases ferl-, pronounced with rdl, of ferill 'trace, path', show that the d-insertion rule must operate in the context r-1, but are not reliable instances of the substring /r+l/; the morpheme boundary after /er-is uncertain, for we lack (a) any phonological evidence for such a boundary in ferill and similar words. In fact, I do not know of any phonological phenomena of Modem Icelandic that would REQUIRE the positing of morpheme boundaries whose decisive motivation would come from facts of word derivation. As will be seen below, the situation is different with regard to word composition.
(b) a theory which would ten us whether Jara 'go, trave!' and ferill (historically the latter is a derivative of the former) are sufficiently similar to each other semantically and phonologically for the word-formational relation between them to exist synchronically, and thus help motivate a morpheme boundary after fer-in ferill. (VI) Whenever any number of segments from the set {t, d, p, 11,} immediately follow each other in a simplex word on the phonological level, and such a consonantal group is not accompanied by additional consonants, a sandhi rule applies to coalesce such a consonantal cluster into a long preaspirated t if at least one of the original segments is t, and into a long d otherwise.
The following examples show that the coalescing rule can apply even across a morpheme boundary (Einarsson 1949:54, 82-83 (IX) Stressed vowels are pbonetically long if immediiately followed by just one lax consonant witbin the simplex woro (or by cel'tain consonant clusters, see Einarsson 1949:4; such clusters will be disregarded in this discussion). Otherwise stressed vowels are short. When the stressed vowel is separated by a morpheme boundary from the consonant which determines, or from (apart of) the consonants which determine, its quantity, this circumstance has no bearing upon the quantity of that vowel. Cf. ast 'love', with phonetically short a and no morpheme boundary anywhere in the word; the middle infinitive ast of a 'rest and graze horses', likewise with a phonetically short a, and with a morpheme boundary before st; strong nom./acc. sg. ntr. /ust. of fus 'wil1ing', again with a phonetioally short vowel, and w:ith the morpheme boundary between s and t. On the other hand, if the stressed vowel and the immediately following st are separated by the §-boundary, the stressed vowel is phonetically Iong. Cf. a-streda 'ground, reason', from /a §stre(la/, with phonetically long a. If the phonological representation were /6.( + )streaa/, the present rules, as formulated on the basis of the situation in si.mplex words, would produce, wrongly, phonetically short a. § 2. The discussion in I-IX has shown that .the identification of the boundary between constituents of compound words with the word boundary takes care of many phonological phenomena -some of which ha ve just been sketched -typical of compound words, without the need for any e:x:tra machinery. This of course speaks in favour of the said identification. However, it should be noted that the phenomena under discussion, in fact, as far as I know, Icelandric phonological phenomena in general, do not seem to REQUIRE this particular treatment. To see this, consider again the situations described in I-IX.
It suffices to emend the rules discussed sub !-VII with the stipulation thait the first vowel after the segments to be affected by the rules in quesmon be unstressed, and the operation of the rules is blocked in the relevant environments in compound words without further complications, as far as can be seen. The alteration of course presupposes that the stress is allocated to vowels before the operation of the rules discussed sub I-VII. This is the case anyway. One of the rules discussed, the vowel syncope rule, happens to be one of the earliest rules in the Modem Icelandic phonological component, and all the remaining rules discussed here follow it in the ordering.s s The relative ordering of the vowel syncope rule and of the vowel truncation rule has not yet been determined, but both are certainly »early« rules, and even considered subparts of the same rule by one scholar (Benediktsson 1969:394) .
The sandhi rules discussed sub VI and VII follow the vowel syncope rule: the latter creates some of the segment clusters to which those sandhi rules apply. Cf. the derivations of the lp. sg. pret. subj. mretti of mreta 'meet', and sleppti of sleppa 'let go':
[D] is a cover symbol for a dental consonant from the set t, d, p, a. For the arguments concerning the ordering of the remaining rules mentioned in the main text, with respect to the vowel syncope rule, see Orešnik 1972. It follows from formulation (1) that the stress must be determined-Iexically and/ or by a rule -by the tirne the vowel syncope rule applies, and consequently the distribution of the stresses can also be utilized when the remaining rules apply. The said alteration even abolishes the need for any kind of boundary between the constituents of compound words. On the other hand, the revision has two unpleasant consequences. First, the rules are now not only more complicated than they were before the reformulation, but also less general, because the adjustment, occasioned by the facts typical of compound words, does not have any positive effects outside compound words. Secondly, once the non-morpheme boundar,ies are barred from compound words, the stress can only be allotted lexically. To appreciate this point consider how the stress can be assumed to be placed if the constituents of compound words are allowed to be separated from each other by word boundaries.6 There must be an early rule (operating before the vowel syncope rule, as explained above), whllch assigns [ + stress] to the first vowel after a word boundary. Given the phonological representation /jokul §alda/ of jokul-alda 'moraine', the rule would stress /o/ and the constituent-initial /a/. Next there must be a rule which weakens certain stresses that are not word initial to different degrees, taking into consideration the syntactic structure of the compound in the process. For example, sk6la-b6ka-safn, literally 'school book collection', has one stress pattern when the word means 'collection of school books', and another when it means 'school library'. Now, if the only boundaries permitted in compound words are morpheme boundaries, and the syntactic structure of the compound words is not indicated,7 this system of stress rules cannot produce the desired phonetic results. Consequently the stress must be allotted lexically in such a case.
However, while the modification of the rules sub I-VII can thus be seen to be somewhat disadvantageous, it is not unrealistic in the sense of not obeying the established constraints on the form of phono1ogical components. It is in this sense that it can be asserted that the rules described sub I-VII do not require that there be non-morpheme boundaries in compound words. Moreover, those rules do not require any bounda:!1ies at all between the constituents of compound words.
A different situation obtains with the revision of the palatalization rule, discussed sub VIII. To prevent the fronting of g in hag-yrdingur 'rimester', it is not enough that the fronting vowel be stressed, for stressed vowels do front preceding velar consonants in simplex words. Cf. the singular present indicative fo:rnns geng-, skef-, kem-, etc., with fronted velars before the stressed e .
• as aga1nst their respective present stems gang-, skaj-, kom-, of the strong verbs ganga 'go', skaja 'scrape', and koma 'come'; cf. also the preteri.te subjunctive forms kremi, skrefi, kefdi, gysi, kynni, etc., with fronted velars before stressed vowels, as against the respective preterite indicative stems kom-/k6m-, sk6f-, kaf d-, gus-, kunn-, of koma 'come', skaja 'scrape', kefja 'suffocate', gj6sa 'gush', kunna 'know how to'. It is therefore necessary to reformulate the palatalization rule so that a stressed vowel does not palataMze a precediing velar if the two are separated by any kind of boundary. Thus the palatal!i.zation rule offers precious positive evidence thait there must be SOME boundary between the oonstituents of compound words in Icelandic.
The same important result is achieved if the vowel quantity rule, discussed sub IX, is altered to accommodate the hypothesis that compound words do not contain any non-morpheme boundaries. Suppose that the vowel quantity rule lengthens vowels before a single lax oonsonant (the proviso, mentioned sub IX, about certain consonant clusters as allowing lengthening, is still to be kept in mind). In this case the vowel quantity rule would fail to lengthen the word-irnitial vowel of the oompounds i-stad 'stirrup' ,and is-turn 'ice tower', for their phonological representation would be /i+stad/ and /is+turn/, respectively, the morpheme boundary would be disregarded (cf. dst, a+st, and fus+t, discussed sub IX above), and the rule blocked because of the clruster /st/ which follows the i to be lengthened. The desired phonetic output, with long i, would not be secured. And it does not help to stipulate that the vowel quantity rule is blocked if the next vowel in the compound word is stressed, for this stipulation would still fail to differentiate between, say, a-streda 'reason, ground', with phonetically long d, and dst-ud 'lovable character, kindness', with phonetically short d. Obviously the rule must be formulated so that it counts the postvocalic consonants only as far as the first boundary, which is after a in d-streda, and after t in dst-ud. This of course is tantamount to saying that the vowel quantity rule requires that there be a boundary between constituents of compound words, otherwise the correct. phonetic results cannot be obtained without calling in hopelessly ad hoc machinery. -The same conclusion would have been arr.ived at df the vowel quantity rule were formulated, not as lengthening certain vowels (as ha.s just been done above), but as shortening certain other vowels.s Thus, while I still have not been able to present positive evidence for the wo~d boundary between constituents of compound words, I hope to have succeeded in demonstrating that at least two Modem Icelandic phonologj[cal rules, viz. the palatalization rule and the vowel quantity rule, require that there be SOME boundary between the constituents of compound words.
If the bol.l!lldary between the constituents of certain compound words which seems to be required by at least two phonological rules isto be more than an ad hoc device limdted to just those compound words, some further motivatdon must be found for it. Such motivation could possibly be found in a theory SThe uninitiated reader should be warned that the facts presented here in the discussion of the vowel quantity rule by no means exhaust the problems connected with that rtile. See, for instance, Bergsveinsson 1941:84-86, for the description of some additional relevant facts.
which would identify at least (n-1) of the n constituents of any compound word with some word/stem to be found in the same lexicon. Thus, if the jokul-of jokul-alda 'moraine' is identified with the stem jokul-of the simplex word jokull 'glacier', the boundary between jokul-and -alda is motivated. Furthermore, the theory I have in mind would automatically extend tras type of motivation beyond the eXJamples which have originally stimulated the search for such motivation, to all compound words the (n-1) of whose n constituents can be identified with other words/stems in the lexicon. It can be foreseen that semantics will play an important part in such a theory, seeing that the link between, say, jokull 'glacier' and jolwl-alda 'moraine' is primarily semantic. Until that theory is constructed, we must try to establish the existence and the nature of the boundary between const!ituents of compound words on purely phonological grounds. While the present paper may have established the EXISTENCE of a boundary between the constituents of at least some Modem Icelandic compound words, the NATURE of that boundary remains a field for further research.
